The letter "DDT and Malaria Control" ([@b13-ehp.118-a282b]) is the latest in a long string of opinion pieces placed by authors associated with Africa Fighting Malaria (AFM). Appearing in both the popular media (e.g., [@b1-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b3-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b4-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b6-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b11-ehp.118-a282b]) and scientific literature (e.g., [@b2-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b5-ehp.118-a282b], [@b7-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b9-ehp.118-a282b], [@b8-ehp.118-a282b]; [@b12-ehp.118-a282b]), these articles and letters reduce the complex issue of malaria control to a single, dichotomous choice between DDT and malaria. Framing the issue in this manner is a dangerous oversimplification and an distraction from the critical dialog on how to effectively combat malaria around the world---particularly in African communities.

The question that AFM and malaria control experts must ask is not "Which is worse, malaria or DDT?" but rather "What are the best tools to deploy for malaria control in a given situation, taking into account the on-the-ground challenges and needs, efficacy, cost, and collateral effects---both positive and negative---to human health and the environment, as well as the uncertainties associated with all these considerations?"

[@b13-ehp.118-a282b] briefly acknowledged that alternatives to DDT exist (while denigrating them as "supposed solutions"), but in typical fashion they focused most of their letter on the chemical, arguing that the health effects of malaria are much worse that those of DDT exposure. As malaria professionals we are well aware of the dire health consequences of malaria, but also of DDT. The challenge before us is therefore to determine how much weight to give to vector control within the broader context of a malaria control program; within vector control, how much weight to allot to nets versus indoor residual spraying (IRS); and within IRS, how much weight to give to DDT or some other chemical.

These decisions are indeed complex and location specific. In this regard, van den Berg's commentary, "Global Status of DDT and Its Alternatives for Use in Vector Control to Prevent Disease" ([@b14-ehp.118-a282b]), is a most useful contribution. In contrast, [@b13-ehp.118-a282b] advice that "van den Berg's concerns should be ignored" strikes us as reckless and irresponsible.

In 2006, Allan Schapira, former coordinator of vector control and prevention of World Health Organization's Global Malaria Programme, observed that malaria control discussions had become "polluted," and warned, "The renewed interest in indoor residual spraying could lead to interminable debates in countries about the pros and cons of DDT" ([@b10-ehp.118-a282b]). However well intentioned, [@b13-ehp.118-a282b]---as with much of AFM's output---do more to fuel those "interminable debates" than to meaningfully inform decisions that will save people's lives.
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